The dominance of English as the international lingua franca has led to rampant Anglocentrism and the reification of concepts that are in fact culturespecific. One such concept, often thought to refer to a universal human "attribute," is the ethnopsychological personhood construct mind. In this paper, I argue that the best weapon to combat Anglocentrism is the English language itself-or rather, a metalanguage based on what English shares with all other languages of the world. That metalanguage, which has existed for some time, is known as the "Natural Semantic Metalanguage (NSM)". This paper shows how far NSM practitioners have come in their efforts to demonstrate that the word mind is a cultural construct that has nothing universal about it and that cannot be used to define the ethnopsychological personhood constructs of other languages. Instead, it is just as culture-specific as any other ethnopsychological personhood construct and does not deserve any special status.
Introduction
On May 17, 2005, Saudi Arabia's first English-language newspaper Arab News published an article titled "Lingua franca or cultural intruder?" in which English teacher Seenath Sajith, a resident from Jeddah, the second largest city in the country (after the capital Riyadh) and the country's commercial capital, wrote about the fear of many local parents that "learning a foreign language, especially English, will damage the culture they and their children belong to." She went on to say that, for these parents, "English is a wolf in sheep's clothing that may entice their children into modern lifestyles and ultimately help them land in trouble." 1 The centuries-old image of a wolf in sheep's clothing is one we all know. Its origins are to be found in Ancient Greek, more specifically in one of the fables of the Greek story teller Aesop, who lived some 2,600 years ago. From there, it made its way into New Testament Greek (Gospel of Matthew, 7:15) and into many languages into which the Christian Bible was eventually translated, including English (for more detail, see Piirainen 2012: 277-282) . Although no comparable image appears in the Quran or the Hadith (Habib 2017, personal communication) , the metaphor is well known in the Islamic world as well, due to English having become the lingua franca of the planet, a fact duly underscored by Seenath Sajith, for whom English "acts as a lingua franca, a bridge that connects different nations and cultures."
In some ways, the fears of the parents quoted in Sajith's article are perhaps not entirely unfounded. I will demonstrate this in Section 3 of this paper, with reference to the English word mind, described in Section 2 as a so-called "ethnopsychological personhood construct." However, there is no reason to despair. In Section 4.1, I explain that the potentially damaging effects English can have can be undone by means of the very medium that inflicted it (i.e., English)-or rather, by means of a metalanguage based on what English shares with all other languages of the world. That metalanguage is no longer to be invented; it has existed for some time and is known by the abbreviation NSM ("Natural Semantic Metalanguage"). All we need is more people to join the practitioners of the "NSM approach" in their venture to describe culture-specific words (such as mind) in words that are universally intelligible. In Sections 4.2 and 4.3, I show how far NSM practitioners have come in their efforts to demonstrate that the word mind, often thought to refer to a universal human "attribute," is a cultural construct that has nothing universal about it and that cannot be used to define the ethnopsychological personhood constructs of other languages. Instead, it is just as culture-specific as any other ethnopsychological personhood construct and does not deserve any special status.
Ethnopsychology and personhood 2.1. Ethnopsychological words and constructs
Words like mind, heart, soul, and spirit that are part of the psychological vocabulary of a language are generally speaking unique to that language, even though, semantically speaking, they may be closely related to similar-sounding words in neighboring languages. We might call them, for that very reason, "ethnopsychological words"and the constructs they name are "ethnopsychological constructs."
In the published transcript of a lecture delivered at the end of 2016 at an international forum on cognitive linguistics in Beijing, the Australian linguist Cliff Goddard (2018: 168) described ethnopsychological words as follows:
Words that we call ethnopsychological are basically words for parts of a person: not the physical body but the inside. In English, we have the word mind, it is a very English-specific word actually. Russian does not have a word for "mind," not really, but Russian has its word duša, a very famous word [that means] something like "soul." […] Chinese has xīn 心, Japanese kokoro, Korean maum. These words are not equivalent to one another.
Mind is arguably the English language's most salient ethnopsychological word, and the most important non-physical part of a person, at least from an Anglo point of view, 2 followed by heart, spirit, and soul-though not necessarily in that order. Duša is probably just as salient for the Russians, xīn for the Chinese, kokoro for the Japanese, and maum for the Koreans-but that does not make them identical, as Goddard rightly stresses. They are in fact different, very different.
Anthropologists, on the other hand, do not talk about ethnopsychological words but about ethnopsychological categories or constructs, which of course are the categories or constructs behind the words. The terms have been around for a while; one linguist who, over the course of her readings of the work of several anthropologists of the 1980s, came across the terms and has since adopted them in her own publications is Goddard's colleague and close collaborator, Anna Wierzbicka, whose nametogether with Goddard's-is synonymous with the "Natural Semantic Metalanguage approach," usually abridged to "NSM" or "NSM approach" (in this paper, to distinguish the metalanguage from the approach that takes its name, we will use compounds such as the latter; for details, see Section 4 below). Wierzbicka (1989) may well be the first paper by a linguist to use the term ethnopsychological category, which the author appears to have borrowed from Schieffelin (1985) . Several other scholars are also mentioned, but it is a footnote of Schieffelin's that is actually quoted (Wierzbicka 1989: 46) . 3 In it, he draws attention to "the problem of the reification of essentially Western ethnopsychological categories that are then taken as the conceptual foundation of scientific inquiry" (Schieffelin 1985: 127) . The expanded 1992 version of Wierzbicka's paper also refers to "ethnopsychological categories and constructs"; this is probably where, as far as the NSM approach is concerned, the origins of the term ethnopsychological construct lie. From Wierzbicka's writings, the term ethnopsychological construct spread into other NSM literature, where it has been used by several authors turning their attention to mind-, heart-, and soul-like words in a host of other languages [see Appendix 1A in Peeters (2019) ]. Ethnopsychological construct is now an established term in NSM circles-much more so than ethnopsychological word, ethnopsychological concept, ethnopsychological entity, or ethnopsychological term, none of which are as commonly used. They are all interchangeable, though. In Goddard's (2015: 387) definition, for instance, ethnopsychological constructs are "nominal expressions [emphasis added, B.P.] designating non-physical parts of a person, akin to English mind, heart, soul, and spirit." Defining a construct as a nominal expression is tantamount to blurring the boundaries between word and concept, which is not always good practice; however, it does not matter much here since the focus is not so much on form as it is on meaning.
Strangely enough, among linguists, only NSM practitioners, as they have come to call themselves, 4 seem to be using the term ethnopsychological construct. Nowhere is this more obvious than in Sharifian et al. (2008) , a watershed volume on ethnopsychological constructs approached from a linguistic point of view, in which the subset of authors using the NSM approach (Goddard 2008; Yoon 2008) corresponds rigorously to the subset of authors using the term ethnopsychological construct.
Personhood constructs
Another term has found favor in NSM circles, and particularly in the latest writings of Danish linguist Carsten Levisen. Levisen speaks about personhood constructs, a term that clearly corresponds to the ethnopsychological constructs of other NSM authors. Indeed, for Levisen (2017: 123) , personhood is a "terminological shortcut for semantic concepts in natural languages which meet the following criteria: they all conceptualize (or reify) something and this something is a part of a person, but which cannot be seen by people, and often stands in contrast to the body." Thus, in a co-authored paper (Levisen and Jogie 2015: 169) , he investigates the "personhood construct mind in Trinidadian creole" and refers to some recent studies on "Japanese, Malay, Korean, and Thai personhood constructs" that have "further questioned the Anglophone stronghold of 'the mind'" (Levisen and Jogie 2015: 170) ; Levisen (2017) , on the other hand, deals with personhood constructs in the author's own language, Danish.
The term personhood enjoys a certain popularity among philosophers (Torchia 2007; Palmquist 2010) and those who straddle the boundary between psychology and philosophy (Scott 1990; Harré 1998 ), but it is not clear who has been Levisen's primary source of inspiration. What is clear, though, is that personhood constructs, like ethnopsychological constructs, are cultural, linguistic, and conceptual in nature (Levisen 2017: 120-121) .
Ethnopsychological personhood constructs
The editor of and contributors to a recently published volume titled Heart-and soullike constructs across languages, cultures, and epochs (Peeters 2019) do not, for a number of reasons, speak of either "ethnopsychological constructs" (or "categories"), or "personhood constructs." Instead, they refer to "ethnopsychological personhood constructs (EPCs)," so as to have a foot in each camp. The term ethnopsychological is retained in acknowledgement of the work done in this area by ethnopsychologists such as Dorothy Holland, Catherine Lutz, Michelle Rosaldo, Edward Schieffelin, Geoffrey White, to name but a few. With the term personhood, they want to salute the work carried out within the NSM approach by Carsten Levisen, who prefers that term to the term ethnopsychological. At the same time, they want to clarify that emotions, for instance, which on the face of it also qualify as "ethnopsychological constructs," are not their main focus (even though it is impossible to talk about personhood constructs without at the same time touching on culturally specific emotions). Finally, they want to refer to constructs, because, although it may seem like a minor terminological distraction, that term is arguably doing a better job than the term category at highlighting culture-specificity, something the prefix ethno-is supposed to emphasize as well.
Reification and anglocentrism
If words such as mind, duša, xīn, kokoro, and maum, to limit ourselves to the examples in Goddard's (2018) definition of ethnopsychological words, are so different, how can we make sense of them? How do we describe the ways in which they differ and what they have in common?
For many in today's day and age, these questions do not arise anymore (if they ever did). The dominance of English as the international lingua franca (see Section 1) has led them to the assumption that all humans have hearts and minds. We may not all have souls and those who "question the ontological status of 'the soul'" (Levisen and Jogie 2015: 169) may even conclude that no one does, but the word mind in particular is taken for granted: Anglo scholars "pan-humanize the underlying concept and talk about it as if it existed per se, roaming in a non-linguistic, a-cultural space" (Levisen and Jogie 2015: 169-170) . They "publish on 'how the mind works', on 'the mind and the brain', on 'body and mind', etc., as if 'the mind' was an obvious and apparently natural feature of the human setup" (Levisen and Jogie 2015: 170; Levisen in press). And it gets worse. Not only are humans presumed to have minds; animals-or at least certain animals-are as well. According to the publisher's blurb for Hayes (2018) , "at birth, the minds of human babies are only subtly different from the minds of newborn chimpanzees." How would we know? Who has ever seen or touched the mind of a human baby? Who has ever seen or touched the mind of a newborn chimpanzee? Who can tell once and for all that all human babies and all newborn chimpanzees even have a mind? The reality is that not all of them do. The mind is not something out there that lends itself to direct observation. It is a construct of present-day English. To ignore this-as many do, even though they may think they are culturally aware-is equivalent to turning a blind eye to cultural diversity. And what if the Danes, for instance, started reifying their sind? How would Anglo scholars react? Levisen (2012: 75) , himself a Dane, offered a sobering assessment:
The claim that speakers of all languages have a sind (with all its peculiar ethnopsychological implications) would obviously be blatantly Danocentric, but so is Anglophone linguists' and psychologists' talk about "the human mind," as if the English concept corresponds to objective reality whether or not speakers of other languages share the concept with speakers of English.
Of course, not everyone is as blind to cultural diversity as the individuals referred to above. However, the vast majority of scholars do uncritically rely on the tools provided by their own language or by the language they use in their writing, which is more often than not the English language. In other words, those of us who are conscious of cultural differences may nonetheless form the view that English words such as heart, soul, and mind can be used, without the slightest danger, to talk about the EPCs of other languages and other cultures, no matter how different they are. Three decades ago, Wierzbicka (1989 Wierzbicka ( : 46, revised as 1992 cautioned against this approach as follows, again with reference to the English word mind:
The idea that mind is a folk concept reflected in the English language rather than an objective and universally valid category of human thought may seem surprising, if not impertinent. It is relatively easy to see that concepts such as those encoded in the Japanese words kokoro or ki […], in the Samoan word loto […], or in the Ilongot word rinawa […] are culture-specific. It is harder to realize, however, that the same applies to the concept encoded in the English word mind.
The same point has since been reiterated on numerous occasions, either by Wierzbicka herself or by others. Some people have started listening, many more have not; the message still bears repeating. Large numbers of scholarly publications remain oblivious to the danger involved in taking English constructs such as the heart and the mind as universally shared yardsticks. Their authors seem to be utterly convinced that the use of English words and concepts to get to the bottom of words and concepts such as xin in Chinese, hati in Indonesian and Malay, and del in Persian, to add a few more to the list, is entirely unproblematic. Little has changed since, ten years ago, Goddard (2008: 79) noted that "with a few exceptions, even those scholars who are aware of the language-specific character of the 'mind concept' […] seem convinced that the implicit Anglocentrism is benign." But is it really? Can we use the cultural constructs of one language, no matter how prevalent it is, to deconstruct those of another? Such deconstructions may look convincing to those who are fully conversant with the cultural constructs relied on. To others, in particular those whose cultural constructs are being deconstructed in this way, they are likely not to mean anything at all. For native speakers of English, it may be hard to imagine what is wrong with descriptions of duša in terms of "the Russian soul," to give but one example. Readers in this category are invited to pause for a few seconds and ponder how they would feel about descriptions of soul as "the English duša." They do seem to lack cognitive plausibility, as do indeed the aforementioned descriptions of duša in terms of "the Russian soul." We cannot use words like mind and soul to capture authentic "insider perspectives" on EPCs (or any other concepts, for that matter) in other languages.
Many will argue that this places us in an impossible bind. No matter how hard we try, we are always going to be bound by the limitations placed upon us by the language in which we think. Or are we?
The Natural Semantic Metalanguage approach
The truth of the matter is that we do not need to remain "imprisoned in English" (Wierzbicka 2014) . "Wierzbicka's prison metaphor implies that the possibility of escape exists-as it does from any other prison-but that this requires conscious effort, creativity, and planning" (Levisen in press: 3). The alternative is known as the "NSM approach" and is presented in more detail in this section [for a recent, significantly more ambitious overview, see Goddard (2018) ].
Primes and explications
The NSM is a powerful descriptive tool consisting of a maximally culture-neutral vocabulary and syntax developed over the last several decades by Anna Wierzbicka and Cliff Goddard, who, apart from relying on their own investigations, have been able to put to the best possible use the painstaking research carried out by linguists in Australia and elsewhere on dozens of typologically and genetically unrelated languages from all corners of the world. The NSM approach, which is inspired by a desire to overcome ethnocentrism and in particular Anglo bias in linguistic analysis, is the paradigm in linguistic semantics that uses NSM in its endeavor to explicate (i.e., make explicit) the meaning of culture-specific words and phrases using a technique known as "reductive paraphrasing." This technique aims at reducing and ultimately removing cultural complexity by re-paraphrasing it into semantically simple terms. The result is referred to as an explication, which is a fine-grained and, above all, non-Anglo-based description that the English language as such is woefully inadequate to emulate in ways that are convincing to native speakers of other languages. Written in non-technical language, they are accessible to cultural insiders (those for whom English is their native language) and cultural outsiders (all others) alike. The NSM approach has been illustrated in hundreds of publications, details of which are available at https://nsm-approach.net, a fully searchable and continually updated online database of relevant bibliographic notices.
NSM vocabulary is in essence limited to 65 so-called semantic primes. The list is now considered near-final. The primes are concepts or building blocks that are found in all (or nearly all) of the world's languages and that NSM practitioners believe to be semantically irreducible. They have resisted all attempts at semantic decomposition into more basic elements and are, therefore, deemed indefinable in terms that are semantically simpler than the primes themselves. NSM syntax is as universal as the primes, it is empirically validated, and it sets the rules for the combination of primes into the semantic components that make up an explication. Each of the primes has its own set of combinatorial properties. Since, until compelling evidence to the contrary (or unless stated otherwise), nothing in an explication is non-universal, explications can be translated without deformation or bias into other languages (other NSMs), thereby making culturally-specific terms universally intelligible.
The English and Arabic exponents of the primes, grouped into meaningful categories, are listed in Appendix 1. Comparable tables for many other languages, as well as charts that summarize the combinatorial properties of the various primes, can be found on the NSM homepage at http://bit.ly/1XUoRRV
Explicating the English word mind in NSM
Semantic explications are usually the result of a lot of hard work. Many get revised and amended over time. A particularly good example of this is provided by the EPC at the center of this paper, namely, the English word mind. Its "NSM history" spans no less than three decades and provides an insight into the growth of the NSM approach as a whole. I will not say everything that could possibly be said about the primes and the grammar used in successive explications of the word mind. Instead, I will focus on the differences from one stage to the next.
A first attempt at explicating mind (Wierzbicka 1989: 49) is reproduced in explication [A]. 5
[A]
(a) one of the two parts of a person (b) one cannot see it (c) because of this part, a person can think and know Explication [A] depicts the mind as the invisible counterpart to the body, which is not mentioned (for reasons that will become clear); it is the part that enables us to acquire knowledge and to engage in all sorts of intellectual processes. However, instead of the kind of technical jargon exemplified in this paragraph, the explication uses words that are cross-translatable and universally intelligible: cannot see instead of invisible, because of instead of enable, think instead of engage in intellectual processes, know instead of acquire knowledge. The explication was slightly revised 3 years later (Wierzbicka 1992: 45) : 5 The bracketed letters preceding the components in all of the explications, except explications [H] and [J] , are absent from the source documents. They have been added for easier cross-reference in the comments that follow.
[B] mind (a) one of two parts of a person (b) one cannot see it (c) because of this part, a person can think and know A caption was added (the use of captions was not standard from the beginning), and the definite article in component (a) has gone missing ("one of the two parts" > "one of two parts"). The removal of the article is not as inconsequential as it looks: it reflects the idea that the mind is thought of as complementary to the body, without ruling out other dichotomies such as "body and soul." The definite article in explication [A] precluded that possibility.
Explication [C] (Goddard and Wierzbicka 1995: 46) has an expanded component (b):
[C] mind (a) one of two parts of a person (b) people cannot see it; people cannot touch it (c) because of this part, a person can think (d) because of this part, a person can know things
The reference to people's inability to touch the mind is a one-off. The new prime people is used in component (b) instead of the pronoun one. This is an improvement since "one" in "one cannot see it" (explications [A] and [B]) is not an instance of the prime one, which is used in component (a). Thinking and knowing are separated out over two components, to avoid the use of "and", which is not a prime either. A direct object, "things," is added in component (d), but not in component (c).
For the next attempt, we have to wait until the mid-2000s (Wierzbicka 2005: 270) :
[D] The English "mind"
(a) one of two parts of a person (b) people cannot see this part (c) because of this part, a person can think about things (d) because of this part, a person can know things
The "it" in component (b) is replaced with an explicit noun phrase ("this part"), referring to the numeral "one" in component (a). The reference to untouchability is removed. "Think" in component (c) now also gets a complement, which is prepositional ("about things").
Explications Goddard (2007: 25) .
[E] mind (a person's mind) (a) one of two parts of someone (one part is the body, this is the other part) (b) people cannot see this part (c) because someone has this part, this someone can think about things (d) because someone has this part, this someone can know things (e) when someone thinks about something, something happens in this part Several important differences exist between explications [D] and [E]. The change from "a person" to "someone" in component (a) follows the dismissal of the former as a so-called allolex of the prime someone. Allolexes are word forms that express a single meaning in complementary contexts. They are an important feature in the NSM lexicon that can be further exemplified by means of the complementarity between i and me, or between this and these, etc. From now on, the prime retains only one form, which is used even in contexts where the former allolex was the preferred option until now (e.g., after a determiner: this person > this someone). The change reflects the realization that the word person refers to a concept that is not semantically simple and introduces unnecessary culture-specificity into the explication. Its presence in the caption is tolerated.
Still in component (a), the identity of the two "parts of someone" is further specified. Never before had the prime body made its appearance in explications of the word mind. The English word body has different meanings in the phrases body and mind and the head and the body (roughly, body without the head). The meaning associated with the prime is that of the former of the two phrases. Goddard and Peeters (2006: 18) point out that body was elevated to prime status (and, therefore, no longer deemed to be decomposable) in Goddard (2001) , but it is in fact already mentioned in earlier work: in Wierzbicka (1998) , it appears for the first time in a table of primes and is used in a few semantic explications. 6 No compelling evidence has been found since that time that questions the status of body as a semantic prime (Wierzbicka 2014: 40-51) .
The "because of" formulation in components (c) and (d) of explication [D] is replaced with a full-fledged clause ("because someone has this part"). Component (e) is new. It is a reference to the dynamic aspect of the mind concept, for which there exists linguistic evidence (cf. expressions such as What's going on in his mind? or phrases such as the workings of the mind).
Between explications [E] and [F] (Goddard 2008: 79) , the changes are minimal. The caption expands, triggering a change in component (a), where the prime this is added in front of the prime someone. 6 In some ways, these explications are reminiscent of formulations in Wierzbicka (1988) and in the work it is based on, but in that earlier work "body" was still considered to be a "near-primitive" (Wierzbicka 1985 : 9) at best: it was thought to be semantically complex and therefore not a semantic prime in the true sense of the word. Its use in semantic explications was condoned for practical reasons. Wierzbicka's (1975: 509; 1980: 169-170 ) early work provides semantic explications of the English word body that have never been explicitly dismissed as inadequate but obviously are. They date from about the same period as Brown's (1976) and Andersen's (1978) useful surveys of body-part nomenclature, in which the meaning "body" is claimed to be universally lexicalized.
[F] someone's mind (a person's mind) (a) one of two parts of this someone (one part is the body, this is the other part) (b) people cannot see this part (c) because someone has this part, this someone can think about things (d) because someone has this part, this someone can know things (e) when someone thinks about something, something happens in this part Explication [G] (Goddard 2010: 83) heralds a return to a simpler caption; this time, the phrase between brackets is removed. Note the use of "people" in components (c) and (d), as opposed to "someone" in explications [E] and [F]. The plural form will not be maintained after 2010.
[G] someone's mind (a) one of two parts of this someone (one part is the body, this is the other part) (b) people cannot see this part (c) because people have this part, people can think about things (d) because people have this part, people can know things (e) when someone thinks about something, something happens in this part Levisen and Jogie (2015: 179) are the first to list components in clusters instead of one by one. Their explication is reproduced in explication [H] .
[H] Anglo English mind (a) something this something is one of two parts of someone one part is the body, this is the other part people cannot see this part (b) because someone has this part, this someone can think about many things at the same time, because someone has this part, this someone can know many things (c) when someone thinks about something, something happens in this part Someone does not appear in the caption, which means that no demonstrative appears with the prime someone in (mega)component (a). The old component (a) in explication [G] is pulled apart. For the first time, the mind is referred to as "something." The new (mega)component (a) (four lines) also refers to the mind's invisibility. The remaining three components of explication [G] are spread out over (mega)components (b) and (c). In component (b), the quantifier many is added as the trigger for the plural "things," which is an allolex of something. Wierzbicka (2016: 458) compares explication [I], which follows 1 year later, to her first attempts (explications [A] and [B]), noting that "in the course of the intervening two decades, both the lexicon and the syntax of the NSM have been perfected" but that the "references to two parts of a person and to thinking and knowing" have been preserved.
[I] someone's mind (a) something (b) this something is part of this someone (c) people cannot see this something (d) this something is not part of this someone's body (e) when this someone is thinking about something, something happens in this part (f) because this someone has this part, it is like this: (g) this someone can think many things about many things (h) this someone can know many things about many things
The "reference to two parts of a person" is not as clear as Wierzbicka makes out, since component (b) could imply there are more than two parts to someone in any given conceptualization, not just the body and the mind. Another novelty is the assertion that, while the mind is part of someone (component b), it is not a body part (component d). The dynamic aspect gets promoted (i.e., moves higher up) and now precedes the references to thinking and knowing, which are grouped together in a subordinate scenario introduced by "it is like this" (rather than being linked together with "at the same time"). In addition, the thinking and knowing abilities are made syntactically equivalent: both verbs have a direct object and a prepositional complement, and the quantifier many is used to underscore that the mind is at the basis of a multitude of thoughts and knowledge. Levisen (2017: 123) combines aspects of explications [H] and [I] and applies a "semantic template" specifically devised for EPCs (for more information, see Section 4.3). The template closely mirrors the (mega)components in explication [H] . The result appears in explication [J]:
[J] mind (someone's mind) (a) something general conceptual status this something is a part of this someone this part is not a part of the body people cannot see this part (b) because someone has this part, it is like this: characteristics this someone can think about things this someone can know things (c) when someone thinks about something, dynamics something happens in this part This is how far NSM practitioners have come in their attempts at explicating the Anglo concept hiding behind the English word mind. It is more than conceivable, though, that we have not reached the end of the road and that, in light of new insights gained from the study of EPCs worldwide, more adjustments will need to be made as time goes by. One such adjustment may see the reintroduction of the quantifier many before the noun things in component (b) , which in its current format, all of a sudden, once again lacks a trigger for the use of the plural allolex of the prime something.
Semantic templates
I would like to conclude this section by saying one or two things about semantic templates. These have been proposed not only for EPCs, but also for several other lexical categories and for higher order categories, such as proverbs and metaphors. They provide a structure that captures shared aspects, thereby making comparison of explications both easier and more effective. The use of templates allows for a more focused comparison: it makes more sense to compare components in meaningful clusters than to go straight down to the smallest meaningful level, which is that of individual components.
Two templates have been proposed for EPCs so far. 7 Ideally, there should be only one; time will tell which one is better. Templates, like explications, are experiments (cf. Section 4.2). Levisen's (2017) template has been exemplified in explication [J] above; it has a tripartite structure (General conceptual status, Characteristics, and Dynamics), which can be expanded. 8 Levisen (2017: 126) The use of NSM in captions is an innovation worthy of further exploration. Most templates that have been proposed over the years, including Levisen's, have relatively short captions that are printed in small capitals on the right-hand side of the first line of the blocks they name. This typographical layout, which is now well established, 7 The template used by Svetanant (2013) is based on unpublished proposals that eventually led to one of them. It is not included in the count. 8 In some cases, a need exists for a Social valuation block that might contain statements such as "it is good if other people can know what happens in this part of someone" (Levisen 2017: 125) or "it is good if people can think with this part at all times" (Levisen 2017: 131). has the advantage of standing out and providing clear guidance to the overall structure of an explication as well as an indication of what each block contributes to the explication as a whole. This was another reason for the introduction of templates (in addition to their primary role of facilitating comparison, as explained above). Captioned templates are a useful device in the case of longer explications, which readers might otherwise find difficult to follow through to the end. They provide additional navigational help.
But, the established typographical layout comes at a price: the brevity required to enable them to be printed on the right-hand side of an explication makes it impossible to use NSM, and captions that are not in NSM may be counterproductive, as they go against the very spirit of NSM semantics. This is why, in recent work, Wierzbicka and one or two other authors rely on captions printed in big capitals at the top of their respective blocks, which goes against established practice but allows for the use of NSM, even in captions.
Conclusion
NSM has been used extensively to prove how a culture-neutral and languageindependent tool relying on a set of empirically grounded and universally applicable semantic primes, such as i, you, say, want, feel, think, know, good, and bad, can help us see through the complex meanings of culture-specific concepts, such as "the English mind" and other EPCs, not only in English but also in other languages (see Peeters 2019 for more detail). Rather than a potential wolf in sheep's clothing, like the full-fledged version of English, NSM is a "sheep in wolf's clothing": it may look as dangerous as unadulterated English, but it is tame and innocent in comparison. Not only is it tame and innocent, but it is also extremely useful as a tool for cultureneutral linguistic description.
I claim no originality whatsoever for manipulating the well-known image of a wolf in sheep's clothing as I have done. As it turns out, the image is often manipulated in one of two ways. A simple inversion is at the basis of the phrase a sheep in wolf's clothing; alternatively, leaving one of the two animals out of the equation leads to the phrases a sheep in sheep's clothing and a wolf in wolf's clothing, which can also be used as labels for the English language. On one hand, English is a sheep in sheep's clothing, a language like any other. On the other hand, because of creeping "linguistic imperialism" (Phillipson 1992; , it is often perceived as a threat to the survival of other languages, a wolf in wolf's clothing, not only for a sizeable number of endangered languages, but also-albeit to a lesser extent-for other mainstream languages including, as indicated above, Arabic.
Back to NSM. The metalanguage was not always what it is today; it has come a long way since its first incursions into the field of ethnopsychology. Some early primes have been abandoned, many more have been added. The combinatorial properties of primes have been clarified. New tools and concepts have been added to the NSM toolkit, such as allolexy and semantic templates (not an exhaustive list). Explications have been subjected to a constant process of further elaboration and fine-tuning (see Section 4.2 of this paper). For NSM practitioners, no explication is ever final-or, to put it differently, "every explication is an experiment" (Cliff Goddard). 9 This applies to explications of the Anglo EPC mind as much as it does to any other explication. It is a healthy stance to take, and a clear sign that the NSM approach, as illustrated here, is alive and well and has a bright future ahead of itself.
